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DETAILED ACTION 
Request for Continued Examination 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1,114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 04/06/07 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In the supplemental amendment filed on 06/21/07, Claims 1 , 24, 50, 56, 61 and 62 have 
been amended; Claims 63 and 64 have been cancelled and Claims 71-80 have been added. 
The currently pending claims considered below are Claims 1-44, 46-50, 56-62 and 65-80. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 71 , 72 and 75-80 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent 
form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claims 71, 72 and 75-80 are dependent 
claims that are directed to computer readable media and apparatus of method claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-19, 33, 42-44, 49, 56-60, 62-64, 71-76, 79-80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz et al. (US 6,0555,513) in view of Logan et al. (5,21,827) 

and Brian Donlon ("Cable industry channels its efforts in April; sampler of specials." USA Today. 

McLean, VA: Mar 29, 1990. page 3D - hereon referred to as Donlon) or Anonymous 

("Manufacturers shine with cross-promotional prowes." Discount Store News. New York: Aug 5, 

1996, vol 35, Iss 15, page 19 - hereon referred to as Discount Store News). 

Claim 1: Katz et al. disclose a method for providing a discount to a customer which includes: 

a. Receiving an indication that a customer is to purchase an item from a 
merchant(col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 to col 18, line 15; col 19, line 24 to col 20, 
line 23 and Figs 4-6), 

in which none of the at least one item requires a service agreement for its use; 

b. selecting, by a computing device, a second merchant from a plurality of 
merchants; 

c. providing, in response to the received indication, an offer for a benefit 
(discount/subsidy) from the second merchant, the step of providing the offer being 
performed before the at least one item is purchased (col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 
to col 18, line 15; col 19, line 24 to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6), 

in which the offer is not provided unless and until the indication of the 
at least one item that the customer is to purchase from the first merchant is 
received; 

c. Receiving a response from the customer accepting the offer (col 15, lines 59-65; col 
17, line 54 to col 18, line 15; col 19, line 24 to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6); and 

d. Applying the benefit (discount/subsidy) to the item (col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 
to col 18, line 15; col 19, line 24 to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6). 

In an analogous art, Donlon or Discount Store News teaches that it is known to use a 
cross-marketing approach to sell a product at discount via a subsidy from a second 
vendor to provide an incentive to the purchaser of the product (Donlon: abstract or 
Discount Store News: abstract and page 1, parag. 3). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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modify the method as taught by Katz, with the cross-marketing approach as taught by 
Donlon or Discount Store News. One would have been motivated to modify the method 
with subsidizing for the price of a product/service with a related product/service for 
providing an incentive for the purchase of the initial product/service thus enhancing 
customer base via a combination of products and achieving greater profitability. 
While Katz et al. and Donlon or Discount Store News do not explicitly disclose that the 
offer is from a second merchant who has been selected from a plurality of merchants 
based on the customer information, Logan discloses a similar method and further 
discloses providing an offer from a second merchant selected from a plurality of 
merchants based on the customer information (col 9, lines 23-50). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use customer information to present an offer to the customer. One would have 
been motivated to select the offer from a plurality of secondary merchants in order to 
give the customer greater latitude in the selection of the providers, thus increasing the 
* likelihood that the customer would accept the offer. 

Claim 2: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 1 above, and Katz further discloses receiving customer information (Katz et aL: 
col 19, line 24 to col 20, line 23). 

Claims 3, 4, and 33: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 2 and further disclose that the customer information includes a 
service or service provider (Katz et al.: see abstract; col 21, lines 9-31 and Donlon: 
abstract). 

Claim 5: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 2 above, and Loqan further discloses providing an offer from a second 
merchant selected from a plurality of merchants based on the customer information (col 
9, lines 23-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use customer information, such as an indicated 
p re f erence for a service provider. One would have been motivated to select the offer 
from a plurality of secondary merchants in order to give the customer greater latitude in 
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the selection of service plans and providers, thus increasing the likelihood that the 
customer would accept the offer. 

Claim 6: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 2 above, and Katz et al. further discloses providing an offer based on the 
customer information (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 15). 

Claim 7: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 2 above, and Katz et al. further discloses requesting and receiving customer 
information from the customer (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 15). 

Claims 8 and 9: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 7 above, and Katz et al. further discloses transmitting a question to 
the customer and receiving the customer's answer (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, 
line 15). 

Claim 10: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 2 above, but do not disclose verifying the accuracy of the customer information. 
Official Notice is taken that it is old and well known within the information arts to verify 
incoming data, such as customer information (see col 9, lines 9-1 4 of Woolston, 
5,845,265, submitted by Applicant as item EE on the Information Disclosure Statement 
filed on May 19, 1999, paper number 5, as support for this Official Notice). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to verify the customer information upon receipt. One would have been 
motivated to verify the accuracy of the information in order to ensure the database is 
kept as up-to-date and as accurate as possible in the offer selection process. 

Claims 11-13: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 10 above, but do not disclose assessing a penalty if the customer 
information is not accurate. Official Notice is taken that it is old and well known within the 
information arts to penalize users when the entered information, such as log-in and 
password information, is not accurate. It is also well known that this penalty may take 
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many forms, such as monetary, denial of service, disconnection, etc. (see col 4, lines 33- 
39 of Baker et all 5,884,292, submitted by Applicant as item FF on the Information 
Disclosure Statement filed on May 19, 1999, paper number 5, as support for this Official 
Notice). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to penalize the customer for inaccurate information. 
One would have been motivate to penalize the customer in one of these manners in 
order to ensure the accuracy of the information retained in the database and to enforce 
any limitations on the benefit, such as the number of times a customer may receive the 
benefit within a specified time period, etc. 

Claim 14: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method.as 
in Claim 10 above, but do not disclose verifying the information prior to consummating 
the purchase. Official Notice is taken that it is old and well known and would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to verify 
the customer information prior to processing the transaction (see col 4, lines 33-39 of 
Baker et al, 5,884,292, submitted by Applicant as item FF on the Information Disclosure 
Statement filed on May 19, 1999, paper number 5, as support for this Official Notice). 
One would have been motivated to ensure this prior to completing the transaction in 
order to prevent entry of fraudulent or inaccurate information into the database, to 
ensure the purchased item is delivered to the correct address, and to ensure that the 
credit card data is correct prior to releasing the merchandise to the customer. 

Claims 15 and 16: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 2 above, and Katz et al. further discloses providing the offer after 
receiving and based upon the customer information (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, 
line 15). 

Claim 17: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 1 above, but does not disclose receiving the customer information from a third 
party (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 15). 
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Claim 18: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 2 above, and Katz et al. further discloses that the customer information includes 
the location or Internet address of the customer (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 
15). 

Claim 19: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 1 above, and Katz et al. further discloses that the benefit is a reduced price 
(discount) for the item (subsidized price) (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 15; 
Donlon: abstract or Discount Store News: abstract and page 1, parag. 3). 

Claim 42: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 1 above, and Katz et al. further discloses providing the offer only when a 
predetermined rule is satisfied (Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 15). 

Claims 43 and 44: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 1 above, and Katz et al. further discloses provide a plurality of offers 
from the merchant and receiving an indication of a selected offer from the customer 
(Katz et al.: col 17, line 37 to col 18, line 15). 

Claim 49: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 1 above, and but do not explicitly further discloses receiving a payment from the 
second merchant upon acceptance of the offer. However, it would have been obvious to 
a skilled artisan at the time of the invention that the subsidy has to funded and that 
provider of the subsidy is the funding party (Donlon: abstract or Discount Store News: 
abstract and page 1, parag. 3). 

Claims 56-60, 63, 73 and 74: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan 
disclose the method as in Claim 1 above, and Katz et al. discloses transmitting a form to 
the customer who completed the form and returns it to the system (Katz et al.: col 17, 
line 37 to col 18, line 15). However, Katz et al. does not disclose that the offer is a 
discount based on the customer's application for a credit card; nor that the customer 
completes and submits an application form online after the system determines that the 
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customer does not already have another credit card account with the credit card issuer. 
Official Notice is taken that it is old and well known within the marketing arts to make 
promotional offers to customers who will complete and submit application forms for 
credit cards (see the Times Newspaper article by Stephen Ellis, "Credit card forms drive 
down costs", submitted by Applicant as item GG on the Information Disclosure 
Statement filed on May 19, 1999, paper number 5, which is cited in support of this 
Official Notice). These offers are not only made at a merchant's point of sale, but are 
prevalent throughout our "plastic" society. Indeed, with the advent of "sponsored" credit 
cards several years ago, such as banks and even gasoline companies issuing VISA 
cards, surveys have shown that each American receives dozens of such offers each 
year. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include a promotion based on a credit card application 
by the customer. One would have been motivated to use such a promotion in order to 
increase the amount of credit available to the customer, thus enticing the customer to 
spend more at the merchant. One would have been motivated to ensure that the 
customer did not already have an account with the credit card issuer in order to avoid 
providing an excessive credit limit to a customer. 

Claim 62: Katz et al. t Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method of 
Claim 1 above, and 

Logan further discloses generating a customer interface for allowing the customer to 
interact with the system (col 10, lines 51-55). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the Radio 
Shack customer to interact with the system via a customer interface. One would have 
been motivated to use such a customer interface to facilitate completion of the 
application form by the customer, thus eliminating the need to use a facsimile machine 
to send the completed form to Sprint. 

Claim 64: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method as 
in Claim 63 above, and 

Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan further discloses charging the 
amount, based on the difference between total price and price charged, to the customer, 
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but does not explicitly disclose that it is charged to the customer's credit card. Official 
Notice is taken that it is old and well known within the retail arts for customers to make 
purchases using credit cards. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the Radio Shack 
customer to credit the purchase price to a credit card account. One would have been 
motivated to charge the purchase price to a credit card account in order to eliminate the 
need for handling large amounts of cash by the customer and merchant. 

Claims 71, 72, 75, 76, 79 and 80 describe the apparatus and instructions of the method 
claims 1 , 56 and 62 thus the prior art references of Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store 
News and Logan as set forth above are relied upon to reject claims 71, 72, 75, 76, 79 
and 80. 

6. Claims 29-32, 61, 65 and 77-78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable 
over Katz et al,, Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan and further in view of the articles of 
"Selling a free phone" by Dana Spoor, Cellular Business vlln2, pp 58-62, Feb 1994, Dialog File 
15, Record # 00825327, hereinafter Spoor and "Credit Card firms drive down costs" by 
Stephen Ellis, Times Newspapers Limited, Sunday times, Feb. 27,1994. 

Claims 29-32: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 1 above, and but do not explicitly further disclose requesting the 
customer to participate in a transaction with a second merchant, receiving an indication 
from the customer agreeing to such participation, and that the agreement is to initiate a 
service contract with the second merchant. Katz et al. disclose the feature of selecting a 
service provider in the upsell process. In an analogous art, Spoor teaches a cross- 
marketing scheme with the feature of a service provider (Spoor: page 1 , parag. 7-8 and 
page 2, parag.4). The claim would have been obvious because the technique for 
improving a particular class of devices was part of the ordinary capabilities of a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, in view of the teaching of the technique for improvement in other 
situations. 
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Claims 61 and 65: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose a 
method comprising: 

a. receiving an indication that a customer is willing to make a purchase from a first 
merchant (Katz. et al.: col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 to col 18, line 15; col 19, line 24 
to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6) 

in which the purchase does not include any item that requires a service 
agreement for its use; 

b. receiving information about the customer, 

in which the information about the customer does not include 
information about the purchase (Katz. et al.: col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 to col 18, 
line 15; col 19, line 24 to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6); 

c. selecting a second merchant from a plurality of merchants; 

d. transmitting, in response to the indication, customer information to the 
second merchant; 

e. receiving, from the second merchant, a description of a subsidy; 

f. providing an offer for the subsidy from the second merchant, the step of 
providing the offer being performed before the purchase is consummated but only 
after receiving the indication that the customer is willing to make a purchase from 

the first merchant (Katz. et al.: col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 to col 18, line 15; col 
19, line 24 to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6), 

whereby the offer is not provided unless and until the indication is 
received; 

g. receiving a response to the offer(Katz. et al.: col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 to col 
18, line 15; col 19, line 24 to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6); and 

h. applying the subsidy to the purchase if the response indicates acceptance of 

the offer(Katz. et al.: col 15, lines 59-65; col 17, line 54 to col 18, line 15; col 19, line 24 
to col 20, line 23 and Figs 4-6). 

In an analogous art, Donlon or Discount Store News teaches that it is known to use a 
cross-marketing approach to sell a product at discount via a subsidy from a second 
vendor to provide an incentive to the purchaser of the product (Donlon: abstract or 
Discount Store News: abstract and page 1, parag. 3). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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modify the method as taught by Katz, with the cross-marketing approach as taught by 
Donlon or Discount Store News. One would have been motivated to modify the method 
with subsidizing for the price of a product/service with a related product/service for 
providing an incentive for the purchase of the initial product/service thus enhancing 
customer base via a combination of products and achieving greater profitability. 
While Katz et al. and Donlon or Discount Store News do not explicitly disclose that the 
offer is from a second merchant who has been selected from a plurality of merchants 
based on the customer information, Logan discloses a similar method and further 
discloses providing an offer from a second merchant selected from a plurality of 
merchants based on the customer information (col 9, lines 23-50). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use customer information to present an offer to the customer. One would have 
been motivated to select the offer from a plurality of secondary merchants in order to 
give the customer greater latitude in the selection of the providers, thus increasing the 
likelihood that the customer would accept the offer. 

Katz et al. disclose the second merchant (service provider) providing offers targeted to 
the specific customer, but does not explicitly disclose sending the customer information 
to the second merchant prior to receiving the targeted offer. It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that the second 
merchant would require the customer information in order to provide an offer targeted to 
that customer. The claim would have been obvious because a particular known 
technique was recognized as part of the ordinary capabilities of a skilled artisan. 
IKatz et al. disclosure of providing targeted offers from the second merchant that the 
customer information has been received by the second merchant prior to selection of the 
offer. One would have been motivated to provide the customer information after 
receiving the indication that the customer is willing to purchase an item in order to allow 
new customers, whose information was just being collected, to participate in the 
customized offer system. In an analogous art, Spoor teaches a cross-marketing scheme 
with the feature of a service provider (Spoor: page 1, parag. 7-8 and page 2, parag.4). 
The claim would have been obvious because the technique for improving a particular 
class of devices was part of the ordinary capabilities of a person of ordinary skill in the 
art, in view of the teaching of the technique for improvement in other situations. 
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Claims 77 and 78 describe the apparatus and instructions of the method claim 61 thus 
the prior art references of Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor 
as set forth above are relied upon to reject claims 77 and 78. 

7. Claims 34-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz et 
al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan and in further view of Saxe (5,636,346). 

Claims 34-40: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 1 above, and Saxe discloses determining the service provider of the 
customer as in Claim 33 above. However, none of the references disclose the steps 
involved in changing the customer to the new service provider upon receiving an 
indication of accepting such a change from the customer. Official Notice is taken that it is 
old and well known within the art to provide promotional offers for customers to switch 
from one service provider to another (i.e. AOL vs Prodigy vs Compuserve, etc.)(see 
page 2 of Stephen Ellis, "Credit Cards Firms Drive Down Costs", submitted by the 
Applicant as item GG on the Information Disclosure Statement filed on May 19, 1999, 
paper number 5, as support for this Official Notice). It is also well known that one will 
normally cancel any existing service agreement with another service provider when 
initiating a new service agreement with the second service provider (such as when 
switching long distance telephone service providers). It is also well known to check the 
second service provider's customer database to ensure that the requestor is not already 
a customer. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made for the second service provider to check for duplicate 
membership, to initiate a new service contract with the customer if not a duplicate, and 
to cancel any existing service contract with the other services providers. One would have 
been motivated do perform these steps in order to prevent duplication of services being 
provided to the customer. 
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8. Claims 20-28, 41,46-48, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Katz et al M Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan and in further view of 

Weinblatt (5,515,270). 

Claims 20-28: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the 
method as in Claim 19 above, but do not disclose that the price is reduced by a 
predetermined amount or percentage or reduced to zero (free item) or that the reduction 
is taken if the price of the item is greater than the reduction amount. Weinblatt discloses 
a similar method in which the promotions (offers) "can involve coupons for lowering the 
price" ... "2 for 1 sale, oversize containers sold for the same price, manufacturer 
rebates, combining one product with another product, free giveaways, eligibility for a 
prize drawing, etc." (col 8, lines 40-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that various types of 
offers could be utilized, to include price reductions based on a predetermined amount, a 
predetermined percentage, reduction of the price to zero (free give-a-way), etc. It also 
would have been obvious to limit the reduction to no more than the total price of the item 
being purchased. One would have been motivated to include these types of price 
reduction offers and to place such a limit on the reduction in order to increase the 
flexibility of the system while preventing the merchant from losing money by actually 
paying the customer to take the item (if the price reduction exceeded the price of the 
item). 

Claims 41, 46, 47, and 50: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan 
disclose the method as in Claim 1 above, but do not disclose that the offer is made only 
if the price of the item is greater than a predetermined threshold. Weinblatt discloses a 
similar method in which the offer (reward) is based on the purchase parameters, such as 
number of items, item cost, category of item, etc. (col 13, line 1 1 - col 14, line 19). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to base the offer on various parameters of the purchase 
information. One would have been motivated to use the price of the item or total 
payment amount in order to present offers customized to the purchase to increase the 
likelihood that the customer will accept the offer. 



Application/Control Number: 09/219,267 
Art Unit: 1751 



Page 14 



Claim 48: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News and Logan disclose the method of 
Claim 1 above, and Weinblatt discloses basing the offer on the item as in Claims 41, 46, 
47, and 50 above. Weinblatt also discloses that the advertiser will select the offer (col 
13, line 1 1 - col 14, line 19). This infers that the advertiser is selecting the offer from a 
plurality of such offers (i.e. if the advertiser only had one offer, there would be no need to 
make a selection). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to select the offer from a plurality of offers. 
One would have been motivated to have a plurality of offers available in order to 
increase the range of customers and offers with matching parameters. 

9. Claim 66 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz et al., 
Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor and in further view of Tedesco (Broadcasting 
& Cable). 

Claim 66: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor disclose the 
method of Claim 65 above but do not explicitly teach that the service comprises Internet 
service. In an analogous art, Tedesco teaches the use of cross-marketing between a 
phone company and America Online to provide Internet service (cols 1, 2 and 3 on page 
1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the method of Katz et aL, Donlon or Discount 
Store News, Logan and Spoor to include providing Internet service. One would have 
been motivated to apply the teachings of Tedesco to the method of Katz et al., Donlon or 
Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor to provide Internet service and thus enticing 
customers with a novel service, increasing and diversifying the customer base to 
achieve greater profitability. 

10. Claims 67 and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz 
et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor and in further view of Fleming et al. 
(Wall Street Journal). 
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Claims 67 and 68: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor 
disclose the method of Claim 65 above but do not explicitly teach that the service 
comprises insurance service or banking service. In an analogous art, Fleming et al. 
teaches the use of cross-marketing and cross-selling between the banking and 
insurance sectors ("bancassurance" and "assurfinance") to provide banking and 
insurance services (§ 1-3 on page 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method 
of Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor to include providing 
banking and insurance services. One would have been motivated to apply the teachings 
of Colman to the method of Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and 
Spoor to provide banking and insurance services and thus enticing customers interested 
in one item with an accompanying service, thus increasing and diversifying the customer 
base to achieve greater profitability. 



1 1 . Claims 69 and 70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz 
et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor and in further view of Colman 
(Broadcasting & Cable). 

Claims 69 and 70: Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor 
disclose the method of Claim 65 above but do not explicitly teach that the service 
comprises satellite television service or cable television service. In an analogous art, 
Colman teaches the use of cross-marketing and cross-selling between the telephone, 
cable television and satellite television sectors to provide satellite television service and 
cable television service (§ 4 and 5 on page 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Katz et al., Donlon or Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor to include 
providing satellite television service and cable television service. One would have been 
motivated to apply the teachings of Colman to the method of Katz et al., Donlon or 
Discount Store News, Logan and Spoor to provide service and thus enticing customers 
interested in one item with an accompanying service, thus increasing and diversifying 
the customer base to achieve greater profitability. 
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Response to Arguments 



12. Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1-44, 46-50, 56-62 and 65-80 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Tri V. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-6965. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Douglas McGinty can be reached on (571) 272-1029 and Eric Stamber can be 
reached on (571) 272-6724. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 




NVT 

September 4, 2007 



ERIC W. STAMBER 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 



